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disclosed by its language was not to bring within its provisions
an assignment by foreign debtors affecting goods abroad as
well as goods in England. By internal English law, therefore,
the Maryland assignment was valid with regard to the English
goods.

It may be excusable, perhaps, to examine the New York case ^
of Goetschius v. Brightman1 as a final illustration of how the lex I
situs should be ascertained when chosen to govern a question
arising out of a transfer of movables. The facts were simple:

X obtained possession of a car in California from Y under a con-
ditional sale contract by which the title remained in T until the whole
price had been paid. The contract expressly provided that the car should
not be removed from California. JT, however, took it to New York
and there sold it to the defendants. The conditional sale was recorded
neither in New York nor in California. By the domestic law of Cali-
fornia applicable to a purely domestic case, the title of Y would prevail
over that of the defendants; by the equivalent law of New York the
title of the defendants would be preferred. The plaintiff was the
assignee of Y.

The New York court, though it applied New York law as being
the lex situs, found for the plaintiff. It is believed that the follow-
ing is a fair summary of the judgment: the law which governs
the interpretation and effect of the conditional sale is Cali-
fornian law. By that law the title of the plaintiff is superior to
that of the defendants. But, since the defendants bought the
automobile while it was present in New York, it does not fol-
low that New York law will recognize the superiority of the
plaintiffs title.

*No rule of comity requires this State to subordinate its public policy
in regard to transfers made within the State of property situated here to
the policy of the State where the owner of the property resides or where
he acquired title.'

The law of New York applies as being the lex situs. But what is
the New York rule applicable to the circumstances of this case?
A particular lex situs may prescribe that a person in the position
of the present plaintiff may be divested of his title if the chattel
has been removed out of his State whether with or without his
consent. That, however, is not the rule in New York. The rule
is that an owner shall not lose his title if the chattel is brought
here without his consent. It is true that a conditional sale is

1 (1927), 245 N.Y. 186; Cheatham, Cases on the Conflict of Laws (2nd ed.),
p. 776.
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